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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the Amendment filed on 04/17/2006. 

2. Claims 1,18, 34, and 35 were amended. Claims 3 - 4, 20 - 21 , and 37 - 38 
were canceled. Claims 52 - 54 were added. 

3. This action is made Final. 

4. Claims 1 - 2, 5 - 19, 22 - 36, 39 - 54 are pending in this application. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on 04/17/2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the Invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 1 - 8, 1 5 - 1 9, 2 - 25, 32 - 36, 39 - 42, 49 - 54 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Banning et al. (Banning hereinafter) (US 
Patent No. 5,421 ,008) in view of Murray et al (NPL: "Kaleidoquery: A Visual Query 
Language for Object Databases", ACM Press 1998). 

Regarding Claims 1,18, and 35, Banning discloses an article of manufacture 
comprising a computer carrier readable by a computer and embodying one or more 
instructions executable by the computer, the computer program providing a query assist 
tool for assisting a user in creating and/or editing a query statement (Col. 5, lines 6-11, 
Banning), the query assist tool having a user interface for building queries and a query 
model definition to populate a query model instance with elements of the created query 
statement (Col. 5, lines 16-18, Banning), the user interface comprising: 

a) program instructions for visually displaying a search condition of a query 
statement in a first display area of the user interface (Fig. 2, item 53, Col. 7, lines 58 - 
65, Banning); and 

b) program instructions for visually selecting two or more predicates of the 
displayed search condition for grouping (Fig. 2 and 14, item 51 and 574/573, Col. 8, and 
30, lines 6 - 1 2 and 7 - 1 1 , Banning 1 ); and 



1 Predicates are considered to be elements, such as, DEPT. SALARY, YEAR, JOB, DEPT, and 
MANAGER. This predicates are listed in the displayed search condition of Banning's disclosure (Fig. 2, 
item 53). In addition, other predicates would be YEAR>25 and SALARY>60000. 
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program instructions for visually indicating the grouping in the first display area in 
response to selection of the two or more predicates (Col. 30, lines 12-13, Banning). 

However, Banning is silent with respect to a grouping including indentation, 
adjacent positioning, or delineation by a symbol. On the other hand, Murray discloses a 
method including means for indicating grouping comprising one or more of the group 
consisting of: indenting the grouped predicates relative to other predicates of the search 
condition (Page 251 and 253, para.46 and 61 , lines 4-10 and 4-5; respectively, 
Murray); positioning the grouped predicates adjacent to each other (Page 253, para. 61, 
line 5, Murray); and delineating the group with parenthesis or an equivalent symbol 
(Page 251 and 253, para. 46 and 61, lines 8-10 and 6-7; respectively, Murray). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teachings of Murray, including the teachings of indentation, 
adjacent positioning, and group delineation with symbols, to the system and method of 
Banning to provide a highly organized and structured method to display queries, and 
provide novice query language users with a clear and understandable view of complex 
queries, for example, nested ones. Skilled artisan would have been motivated to do so, 
as suggested by Murray (Page 256, para. 12, lines 1 - 4, Murray), in order to organize 
the structures and ordering results that support a more dynamic evolution of queries. In 
addition, both of the references (Banning and Murray) teach features that are directed to 
analogous art and they are directed to the same field of endeavor, such as, databases 
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management systems, query visualization, and grouping predicates. This close relation 
between both of the references highly suggests an expectation of success. 

Regarding Claims 2, 19, and 36, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses an article of manufacture, wherein the program instructions for selecting 
further comprises program instructions for highlighting the two or more predicates (Fig. 
2, item 51, DEPTand MANAGER, Col. 8, lines 10-12, Banning). 

Regarding Claim 5, 22, and 39, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses all the limitations as disclosed above including a selecting predicates for 
grouping. In addition, the combination of Banning in view of Murray discloses a system 
and method for confirming the delete operation handled by a user. However, in an 
alternative embodiment, the combination of Banning in view of Murray discloses a 
confirmation of operation (Fig. 12, item 536, Col. 1, lines 59 - 62, Banning). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the combination of Banning in view of Murray to include a confirmation of 
selection of the delete operation to be used with grouping procedure. In addition, one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been motivated 
to do so, in order to give users the capacity of validate and corroborate the selection of 
two or more grouped predicates for grouping. 
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Regarding Claims 6, 23, and 40, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses an article of manufacture, wherein the program instructions for indicating 
grouping are responsive to selection confirmation (Col. 29, lines 62 - 64, Banning 2 ). 

Regarding Claims 7, 24, and 41, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses an article of manufacture, wherein the program instructions for confirming 
further comprise program instructions for one or more of the group consisting of: 
selecting a confirmation button displayed in a second display area, entering a mouse 
click, entering a keystroke, and the equivalent of any of the foregoing (Fig. 12, item 536, 
Col. 29, lines 59 - 64, Banning). 

• Regarding Claims 8, 25, and 42, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses an article of manufacture, further comprising program instructions for causing 
a model instance to be updated with the selected grouping upon confirmation (Col. 29, 
lines 62 - 64, Banning 3 ). 

Regarding Claim 15 - 16, 32 - 33, and 49 - 50, the combination of Banning in 
view of Murray discloses all the limitations disclosed above including displaying query 



2 Banning discloses how the delete is completed when the user clicks ok. Because of the reasons 
explained in claim 5, the action of deleting after the user clicks on the confirmation window would 
correspond to indicating grouping after the selection confirmation. 

3 Banning discloses that after the user performs the confirmation, the update is performed in the system 
(Col 29, lines 62 - 64). In addition, Banning discloses that after the user selects the grouping of the 
predicates, the update of the selection is performed (Fig. 14, items 574 and 576). 
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predicates in a first display area (Fig. 2, Col. 2, lines 54 - 57, Banning 4 ). However, the 
combination of Banning in view of Murray is silent with respect to displaying each 
search predicate in a different line of the first display area (Claims 15, 32, and 49), nor 
displaying each operator in a separate line of the first display area (Claims 16, 33, and 
50). On the other hand, the combination of Banning in view of Murray discloses a 
system and method for displaying predicate queries including displaying operators and 
predicates in different lines of a display area (Page 251, para. 46, lines 1 - 10, Murray). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention 
was made to display search predicates and operators in separate lines of the display 
area in order to provide users with better visualization of the predicates and operators of 
the queries. 

Regarding Claim 17, 34, and 51, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses an article of manufacture, further comprising program instructions for 
receiving a query statement from an application for populating the interface (Col. 4 and 
5, lines 57 - 64 and 6-11; respectively, Banning). 

Regarding Claim 52, the combination of Banning in view of Murray discloses a 
query assist tool further comprising: 

means for displaying at least a portion of the query statement in a second display 
area (Fig. 2, item 56 and 57, Col. 8, lines 19-22, Banning). 



4 Items 56, 53, and 51, Fig. 2 are located in same (first) display area. 



Application/Control Number: 10/620,857 
Art Unit: 2162 



Page 8 



Regarding Claim 53, the combination of Banning in view of Murray discloses a 
method further comprising: 

displaying at least a portion of the query statement in a second display area (Fig. 
2, item 56 and 57, Col. 8, lines 19-22, Banning). 

Regarding Claim 54, the combination of Banning in view of Murray discloses an 
article of manufacture further comprising: 

program instructions for displaying at least a portion of the query statement in a second 
display area (Fig. 2, item 56 and 57, Col. 8, lines 19-22, Banning). 

9. Claims 9 - 14, 26-31, and 43-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Banning et al. (Banning hereinafter) (US Patent No. 
5,421 ,008), in view of Murray et al (NPL: "Kaleidoquery: A Visual Query Language for 
Object Databases", ACM Press 1998), and further in view of Goldberg et al. (Goldberg 
hereinafter) (US Patent Application Pub. No. 2005/0004911 A1). 

Regarding Claims 9, 26, and 43, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
discloses all the limitations as disclosed above including grouping query predicates 
based on users selection and a method for selecting grouped predicates (Col. 29, lines 
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56 - 59, Banning 5 ). However, the combination of Banning in view of Murray is silent with 
respect to using the selecting method for grouped predicates for ungrouping. On the 
other hand, Goldberg discloses a graphical condition builder for facilitating database 
queries including ungrouping grouped predicates (Fig. 8, item 804, Page 9, [0092], lines 
4-8, Goldberg). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the 
time the invention was made to add the teachings of Goldberg, including ungrouping 
grouped predicates, to the system and method of the combination of Banning in view of 
Murray to provide a way to reverse or undo operations performed by users, such as 
grouping. Skilled artisan would have been motivated to do so to give users advanced 
capabilities, such as, fixing incorrect grouping of predicates. 

Regarding Claims 10, 27, and 44, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
and further in view of Goldberg combination discloses an article of manufacture, further 
comprising program instructions for removing the indications of grouping from the first 
display area in response to the step of selecting grouped predicates (Fig. 12, items 532 
and 536, Col. 29, lines 56 - 64, Banning; Fig. 8, items 804 and 802, lines 4-8, 
Goldberg). 

Regarding Claims 1 1 , 28, and 45, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
and further in view of Goldberg discloses all the limitations as disclosed above including 
a selecting grouped predicates for ungrouping (Fig. 8, item 804, Page 9, [0092], lines 4 



5 By clicking on the AND node, user is selecting the grouped predicates: YEAR> 25 and SALARY>60000. 
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- 8, Goldberg). In addition, the combination of Banning in view of Murray and further in 
view of Goldberg discloses a system and method for confirming the delete operation 
(Fig. 12, item 536, Banning). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Banning in view of 
Murray and further in view of Goldberg teachings related to confirmation of selection of 
the delete operation to be used to the ungrouping procedure of the combination of 
Banning in view of Murray and further in view of Goldberg. In addition, one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been motivated to do so, 
to give users the capacity of validate and corroborate the selection of two or more 
grouped predicates for ungrouping. 

Regarding Claims 12, 29, and 46, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
and further in view of Goldberg discloses all the limitations as disclosed above and 
furthermore discloses an article of manufacture, further comprising program instructions 
for removing the indications of the grouping from the first display area in response to 
selection confirmation (Fig. 12, items 532 and 536, Col. 29, lines 56 - 64, Banning; Col. 
29, lines 62 - 64, Banning 6 ; Fig. 8, items 804 and 802, Page 8, [0092], lines 4-8, 
Goldberg). 

Regarding Claims 13, 30, and 47, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
and further in view of Goldberg discloses all the limitations as disclosed above and 
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furthermore discloses an article of manufacture, wherein the program instructions for 
confirming further comprise program instructions for one or more of the group consisting 
of: a selectable button displayed in a second display area, a mouse click, a keystroke, 
and the equivalent of any of the foregoing (Fig. 12, item 536, Col. 29, lines 59 - 64, 
Banning). 

Regarding Claims 14, 31, and 48, the combination of Banning in view of Murray 
and further in view of Goldberg discloses all the limitations as disclosed above and 
furthermore discloses an article of manufacture, further comprising program instructions 
for updating a model instance with the selected ungrouping upon confirmation (Col. 29, 
lines 62 - 64, Banning 7 ; Fig. 8, items 804 and 802, Page 8, [0092], lines 4-8, 
Goldberg). 



6 Banning discloses how the delete is completed when the user clicks ok. Because of the reasons 
explained in claim 5, the action of deleting after the user clicks on the confirmation window would 
correspond to indicating grouping after the selection confirmation. 



Application/Control Number: 10/620,857 



Art Unit: 2162 



Page 12 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant argues that the prior art fails to disclose; "visually indicating the 
grouping of predicates using at least one of indenting the grouped predicates relative to 
other predicates of the search condition; positioning the grouped predicates adjacent to 
each other; and delineating the group with parenthesis or an equivalent symbol in the 
same display area that a search condition is depicted". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. The combination of Banning in view of Murray 
does disclose visually indicating the grouping of predicates (Col. 30, lines 12-13, 
Banning) using at least one of indenting the grouped predicates relative to other 
predicates of the search condition (Page 251 and 253, para.46 and 61 , lines 4-10 and 
4-5; respectively, Murray); positioning the grouped predicates adjacent to each other 
(Page 253, para. 61, line 5, Murray); and delineating the group with parenthesis or an 
equivalent symbol in the same display area that a search condition is depicted (Page 
251 and 253, para. 46 and 61, lines 8-10 and 6-7; respectively, Murray). Therefore, 
the combination of Banning in view of Murray not only suggests but also suggests the 
claimed invention (see Office Action rejection above). 

Furthermore, as discussed in this Office Action, the combination of Banning in 
view of Murray and further in view of Goldberg has been presented to reject the 

7 Banning discloses that after the user performs the confirmation, the update is performed in the system 
(Col 29, lines 62 -64). 
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limitations including ungrouping grouped predicates (Fig. 8, item 804, Page 9, [0092], 
lines 4-8, Goldberg) and confirmation of selection (Fig. 8, item 804, Page 9, [0092], 
lines 4-8, Goldberg; and Fig. 12, item 536, Banning). 



2. Applicant cannot show non-obviousness by attacking references individually 
where, as here, the rejections are based on a combination of references. 
In re Keller, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 
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Conclusion 

1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 



2. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Prior Art Made of Record 

1 . Banning et al. (US Patent No. 5,421 ,008) discloses a system for interactive 
graphical construction of a data base query and storing of the query object links as an 
object. 

2. Murray et al (NPL: "Kaleidoquery: A Visual Query Language for Object 
Databases", ACM Press 1998, New York, NY, USA). 

3. Goldberg et al. (US Patent Application Pub. No. 2005/000491 1 A1) discloses a 
graphical condition builder for facilitating database queries. 

4. Banning et al. (US Patent No. 5, 721 , 900) discloses a method and apparatus for 
graphically displaying query relationships. 



Application/Control Number: 10/620,857 
Art Unit: 2162 



Page 16 



Points Of Contact 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Giovanna Colan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2752. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Giovanna Colan 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2162 



July 25, 2006 



( John breene 
supervisory patent examiner 
technology center 2100 





